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The Quality Outdoor Recreation Component
in Multi-Purpose Conservation Areas: a User Assessment
Devised, and Applied to Pinehurst Lake Conservation Area
by
Gerald Carl Thomas
Abstract

Recreational demand for out-of-doors space and facilities
continues to increase into the 1980's. Accordingly, multi-
purpose conservation areas, by the nature of their designa-
tions, require ongoing assessment of the attributes which
determine the quality of the recreational experience they
afford.

A problem with the master planning process for these
multi-use areas is that in the past, little or no considera-
tion had been given to user-recreationist input in the
developmental stages of the master plans. The purpose of
this study is to devise a method of assessing user satisfac-
tion towards the recreational quality available at multi-use
conservation areas, and to show how this data can be applied
to evaluate existing master plans for these conservation
areas.

Results of a survey at Pinehurst Lake Conservation Area
in southern Ontario are compared to the statements of managerial
objectives and priorities in the current master plan for that
Area. Results of the study indicate that the general recrea-
tionist is satisfied with the recreational activities avail-
able at Pinehurst Lake but not with the maintenance of the

amenity facilities provided to accommodate those activities.



Visitors to Pinehurst Lake indicated that future management
priorities should be directed more to the development of
the natural landscape and setting of the Area, rather than
to the development of further recreational facilities,

This case study identified problems specific to
Pinehurst Lake and also to multi-purpose conservation areas
generally. Resolving such problems involves three areas,
manipulation of visitors, manipulation of the physical
environment, and reduction of negative attributes.

Methodologically, the study was able to measure
visitor satisfaction with their recreational experience,
and to suggest six areas for future research which included
conflicts of value priorities, motivations of non-visitors,
cause-effect relationship, zone specific carrying capacity,

user impact, and alternate data-source techniques.
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Chapter I Introduction

The development of master plans for recreation areas
is cumbersome and time consuming, and so, even the best
master plans may sometimes be poorly designed, biased,
and possibly even inadequate for their designed purposes.
The reasons are many. Most master plans for out-of-doors
recreation areas are drawn up after their areas have been
established for some time. This is generally the case
for parks at all levels, whether local, regional, or
national. Furthermore, master plans, which may or may not
be without weakness, generally are written with assumptions
about both the natural and the man-made amenities. These
amenities may be interpreted variously depending on the
particular background experiences of the decision-makers
assigned the planning task. Most commonly, two guidelines
direct the decision-making process and establish the
operatiohal parameters for recreational use. The first
of these is the biological inventory list for the site.
The second includes the statements of goals, objectives,
and priorities for management.

Master plans are usually written with a general recog-
nition of a given user market. However, they are also
usually written with a lack of concrete data of actual
user expectations and attitudes towards the visitation
site, its facilities, and its services. This lack of hard

data 'results in two basic managerial assumptions about
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user satisfaction: that the administratively selected
facilities are those best suited for serving the needs
of the recreational users, and that the amenities will
actually produce a high quality recreational experience
for the visitors. Such assumptions may not be at all valid.

The problem exists, then, that there is a need for
user input into the pre-planning as well as the re-planning
stages of master plans of out-of-doors recreation parks.
The purpose of the present study is to determine how user
satisfaction may be assessed and incorporated, and to
show how such information may help evaluate the master
plans of multi-purpose conservation areas.

Background to the Problem and Review of the Literature

Since 1966, the number of Canada's national parks has
increased from eighteen, covering 75,110 square kilometersl,
to twenty-eight, covering 129,500 square kilometersz. This
is just one evidence of the ever-increasing demand for
recreational facilities. For decades the demand has grown
even faster than the population, because per capita demand
has also been increasing3 due to increased amounts of leisure
time, the greater mobility given by the automobile, and the
urban dwellers' desire for non-urban scenery and experiences.

As the demand for recreational resources grows, So
too do the pressures applied to outdoor recreational
facilities and open areas, whether they be private or public,
recreation park or wilderness. As more and more people

are attracted to the open spaces, popular areas are subject
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to continual degradation through heavy usage. "It is
one of the paradoxes of recreation that as increasing
numbers of people grow to appreciate nature and seek
enjoyment in the outdoors, they tend to destroy the values
they came to find."4

Herein lies the crux of managerial problems in outdoor
recreation, "...a conflict between conservation and amenity
requirements..."s, between the conserving of the natural
resources at the facility on the one hand, and the satis-
fying of the recreationists' wants and expectations on the
other. The ideal manager should be able to provide for
the needs of both simultaneously. The management of recrea-
tional space entails a need for facility preparation and
maintenance in order to cope with continual use by
recreationists - especially during the heights of seasonal
visitation.

The conflicts of such multiple-use management are
perhaps most acute in those areas located within close
proximity to large concentrations of population. O0f such
areas, perhaps the most popular in southern Ontario are the
Conservation Areas, which are accordingly, the particular
interest of the present study.

A review of the literature has been conducted for this
study for three purposes:

1. to establish the traditional areas of research regarding
out-of-doors recreation
2. to establish the kind of research done on the user's

perception of quality recreation in out-of-doors,
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multi-use conservation areas, as distinct from national
parks, urban parks, etc.

3. to establish a basis for questions which help to
determine the attributes of a recreation environment
which contribute to a good quality recreational
experience, and which are as well, a matter of
managerial concern where alternate use values in an
outdoors recreational environment exist.

Since the turn of the century, recreational geography
literature has been concerned particularly with research
into site analysis, carrying capacity, and human trampling.
The trampling effect upon soils and vegetation was the
key component throughout these studies.

Persistent trampling results in conditions similar
to those caused by 'over-grazing' by animals: the breakdown
of litter and humus to a fine dust which is blown away,
leaving the packed mineral soil. Then, water runoff
occurs, vegetation is deprived of water, and plants whose
roots are exposed, die and blow away.6

Prior to the 1960's emphasis was on qualitative site
analysis. Writings as early as the turn of the century
were purely descriptive. Even at that time excessive tram-
pling was recognized as the major disruptive factor. As
ecologists and environmentalists sought to establish the
extent of influence of this menace upon recreation sites,
early writings began with biologic site analysis. Most

typical of these earliest studies was the analysis of



plant, animal, and soil characteristics along spaces of
highest foot or vehicle traffic; footpaths, roadways,
picnic sites, and campsites. 1In 1917, H.L. Shantz
described the evident stages of existence among grass
plants on abandoned roadways in Eastern Colorado.7 By

the mid-1930's, site analysis methods began to incorporate
the experimental approach when G.H. Bates conducted site
studies of vegetation impact and soil impact using quan-
titative measurements of alteration to soil and vegetation
due to treading and compaction motionss. In 1945, H.J.
Lutz wrote about the relationships of recreational use to
changes in soil conditions in the picnic areas of public
forest parks - principally Sleeping Giant State Park, and
Wharton Brook State Park. As a result of his observations
he was able to present a 'need' to restore soil conditions
in areas of heavy public use.9 By mid-century, researchers
were reporting multiple aspects in their studies: biologic
analysis, physical interdependence of organism and environ-
mental conditions, and the effects of mechanical motion.
Studies tended towards a blend of the analytical and
experimental approaches. Appel in 1950, added recommenda-
tions and predictions to his description of soil and
vegetative covering -- a series of steps for returning
humus material and nutrition to over-compacted soils. The
study also predicted potential long-range benefits from

such care of parkland soils.lo



The 1960's brought more in-depth studies into the
total ecologic infrastructures of sites or parklands.

Much of this work was conducted in National Park settings
and watershed regions. Research at this time still
combined the descriptive analysis with experimental
methodology, but the quantitative approach became more
widely used.

Origins of the ecologic infrastructure approach may
have begun much earlier than the sixties, with the earlier
watershed-conservation writings. R.W. Bailey, in 1950,
had already written about the importance of ensuring
resource conservation by properly maintaining the watershed

regions in good condition.ll

This undertaking would necessi-
tate wise management of a large-scale ecologic system.
T.H. Ripley in 1962 made specific soil studies in three
National Forests in the Southern Appalachians focusing
upon the relationships between picnic sites and camping
sites, and transported and residual soil origins. The
discussion on soil trampling was linked to its implications
upon management considerations for outdoor recreation areas.12
In 1962, W. LaPage noted a series of relationships
between the soil type of a given site and the type of use.
The study continued to include other environmental effects
of the type of use upon the forest stand. Relationships
within the environment were the key of the study. These
helped to define the framework within which data was

13

gathered and analyzed. In 1964, R.C. Lucas presented a



research paper on his study of recreational use of the
Ontario-Minnesota regional park, Quetico, involving a

total environment case with examples of recreational impact,
land use types, and programming.14 In a comprehensive
study of campsite ecosystems, S.S. Frissell and D.P. Duncan
in 1965 presented a summary of their findings of user
preferences in campsite environments and facilities. These
findings lead to a discussion of the ‘general nature and
extent of campsite deterioration, and a means of predic-
ting through a quantitative equation method, the durability
of campsite locations.15 Ecologic studies continued in

the late sixties and on into the seventies. R.D. Barbaro
et al. presented a site-specific study in 1969 on the
effect of recreational activity on the quality of water

in the Ross Barnett Reservoir.16

In 1975, M.J. Liddle
reviewed the ecological effects of human trampling on
natural ecosystems, in light of various approaches to
the topic, and in relation to a model of some of the
ecological effects of trampling.l7
Prevalent themes of the 1970's included: a continua-
tion of impact upon the environment, carrying capacity,
and management, planning, and economics of recreational
areas. In 1970, C.D. Settergren and D.M. Cole's report
on the Missouri Ozarks sites reviewed the direct relation-

ships between recreational impact, soil alteration, and

vegetative response. The study presented suggestions for



alternatives for recreational development for managerial
consideration.18 D.T. Streeter, in 1971, wrote about the
study done to acquire sufficient objective data to help
in the planning of the future management of the Box Hill
part of the chalk escarpment in Surrey, England. His
suggestions to management included what the latter must
study before implementing use zones in recreation parks
as well as how management can take preventive steps regar-
ding disastrous effects of misuse and overuse.19 W.G.
Beardsley and J.A. Wagar, in 1971, also presented recommenda-
tions to management in their study on the wise husbandry
of vegetation on forested recreation sites.20 J. Barkham,
in 1973, extended the physical concept of 'carrying
. capacity' of the land to the realms of the 'perceptual',
‘ecological', ‘recreational', and ‘'environmental' capacities.2l
E. Mattyasovsky presented a case of environmental requirements
to be considered in the process of recreational area planning,
among other researchers' concerns in recreation land planning
such as economic, supply and demand, amenity, and other
factors in Knetsch and Krutilla's 1974 collection of papers
related to recreational land management.22

By the mid-1970's research began to enquire more
deeply into specific user patterns, profiles, and relation-
ships in respect to outdoor recreation locations and

availability of facilities. 1In 1975, Mason began a study

of camper travel trends to four conservation areas in the



Grand River Basin, Brant, Bying Island, Elora Gorge,

and Pinehurst Lake,23

thus initiating the accumulation

of user profile data on a regional basis. In 1975,

Clark advanced the profile studies to include motivation
and attitude patterns of canoeists, by the case study
approach, in the Algonquin Provincial Park.24 Clark's
study promoted the concept of the more thorough accumula-
tion of data about specific users of a given recreational
activity and facility. 1In 1976, B.J. Young presented a
paper on a case study of the recreational carrying capacity
of Elora Gorge Conservation Area. The paper covered the
effects of camping activities on a small park environment,
and on the degree of restraint the environmental conditions
could tolerate.25

In the past, therefore, the study of user-site
relationships has concentrated on the effects of recreation
upon the site -- its land, fauna, flora, and surface
features.26 There has been little research on the signifi-
cance for master planning, of the effects of site attributes
upon user inspiration and attitudes, as they pertain to
appreciation of quality recreation in designated conserva-
tion settings.

In the study of recreational lands in general, some
researchers have theorized and recognized that capacity
levels can best be determined by management through the
establishment of emotional and/or physical tolerance levels

of the recreationists who use these lands.z7 wagar, for
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example, emphasized the psychological impact of outdoor
recreation. He argued that the actual guality of the
outdoor experience was determined by visitor expectations,
belief systems, and prior experiences, as well as the
physical conditions present. He stressed that protection
and management of the recreational resources had to be
a means towards satisfying the psychological capacity
rather than an end to themselves.28

In 1969, Knetsch recognized "...the lack of appropriate
studies designed to guide...planning efforts, and the use
that is being made of the results in forging recreation -

29 This gap

investment, management, and policy decisions."
in the research literature appears to still apply today
as it pertains to the assessment of user satisfaction of
multi-purpose conservation area recreation and its worthy

application to the evaluation stages of master planning.

Specific Statements of the Problem and Purpose

The National Park movement and the Conservation
Authority movement "...began during an era of local
pioneering on the one hand and an increasing awareness
of conservation...on the other.“30 Today, National Parks
and Conservation Areas are managed by both publicly and
privately recognized bodies established for purposes
directed by the 'Conservation Ethic'. This ethic encourages

the conservation of available resources for use by both

current and future generations.
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In his weighing of amenity conflicts in National
Parks, Fitzsimmons stated that "Expectations and predic-
tions of the extent of tourist and management facilities
in the parks must be based on an analysis of several
factors...", among which he first listed the expectations
of the visitors. The other factors included evaluation
processes of landscape components, the interpretations
of legal and policy guidelines by which the park is
managed, the financial constraints on park and service
management, and the spatial availability of locational
alternatives for the landscape components.31 The first
factor listed above by Fitzsimmons has usually been placed
at or near the bottom of the priority list by most Conser-
vation Authority planners. This has been especially so
in the past. This neglect has been the result of multiple
evolutionary forces behind conservation area development.
It has resulted from a bias of Authority planners and
policy developers that conservation authority facilities
and services are meeting user needs and expectations because
designated 'recreation areas' continue to receive ever
increasing numbers of visitors. The need to consider user
expectations and motivations has, then, seemed unnecessary
to conservation authority planners.

Degradation of these conservation lands continues as
visitation figures continue to remain at high, often
excessive, levels. Therefore, it would be assumed that

even in light of prevailing studies in the literature,
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conservation administrators are either not aware of the
problem, or they are indifferent to it for various reasons.
It may be expected that as environmental degradation
continues, user appreciation and attitudes would also
continue to decline, even if visitation figures continue
to remain at high levels due to demand for space.
Fitzsimmons affirmed in 1976 that there was a general
lack of precise méasuring, '"...in terms of extensive
surveys, of tourist attitudes concerning development

32 This shortcoming

within..." the national park system.
in outdoor recreation research has continued to apply to
our watersheds and multi-use conservation areas today.

The problem, as it applies to multi-use conservation
areas is that during developmental stages of master planning,
insufficient consideration continues to be granted towards
recreationist feedback regarding the gquality outdoor
experience. In many cases, user input is minimal, being
either incidental or indirect. Too often, it is left to
casually filter through the ranks of Authority personnel;
indiscriminately weighed for merit through subjective
evaluation only.

As of January 1, 1979, the Ministry of Natural
Resources required that all multi-purpose conservation
areas desiring capital funding must have a master plan.
Authorities, depending heavily upon government grants

as a major source for operating funds responded in accor-
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dance to the above stipulation. The data base for these
master plans consisted of existing biologic, physiologic,
and user market data. It appears that user expectations
and attitudes received little if any recognition by the
planner as creditable and useful data, essential to
interpretations in the decision-making process.

It is important, therefore, that the merits of parti-
cipant input be recognized before existing master plans
be reviewed and rewritten in the 1980's., In attempts to
maximize the potential of quality recreational experiences
within a given watershed, greater focus on the effects of
site attributes upon the user is essential in three aspects.
These include: the user's initial expectations, his
immediate needs, and his ever-changing motivations and
attitudes associated with conditions of the visit.

A need exists for the determination of effective
methods of participant data collection and analysis, such
that the results can be used to evaluate existing master
plans of multi-purpose conservation areas. The purpose
of this thesis is to derive methods of assessing user
satisfaction as a means of determining the gquality of the
user's experience and to show how this data may be used to
evaluate existing master plans of multi-purpose conservation
areas. For this purpose, a case study of an existing conser-
vation area will be used such that management of other

multi-use conservation areas can incorporate similar user
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assessments in the master planning processes - either at
the initial or the replanning stages. The study will
analyze user response to the strengths and weaknesses of
those attributes of the study site which are relevant to
the general recreationist's total visit: the services,
facilities, and features - both natural and man-induced.

Usefulness of the Study

In the ongoing research of user motivations, surveys
and survey techniques serve as efficient tools in the
gathering of information. By 1970, recreation researchers
had recognized the growing value of the survey for this
purpose.33 Cherry, advocating user surveys in recreation

studies, stated that surveys "...have contributed new

insights into the changing use of leisure time and have
drawn attention to the planning implications involved."34
There is a continuing need in today's research for
the development of: 1) a comprehensive survey designed
to gather user insight into evasive priority areas of
conservation management of the multi-purpose lands; 2)
precise surveys and self-monitoring systems which (subsequent
to the comprehensive survey) will suffice as the measuring
tools of which Fitzsimmons spoke, essential for gathering
new data for master planning.
The resulting analysis will permit an objective
evaluation of the extent to which multi-use conservation

areas, similar to the case study, do provide for a quality

recreational experience. ‘'Quality' in this context is
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defined as the extent to which site attributes meet the
needs and expectations of the general visitor. Managerial
factors such as legal, financial, time and personnel
constraints, which normally have a direct influence upon
the evaluation of the 'quality' experience, are here
considered lesser influences.

For this case study, the existing Master Plan for
Pinehurst Lake will serve as the source against which
the authorities (especially the Grand River Conservation
Authority) will be evaluated. This analysis will provide
information in respect to its practical application in
the planning and management mandate. Moreover, it will
provide insight into facets of recreational, out-of-door
facility planning which will merit exposure to future
research in the development of the related literature.

Objectives of the Study

Topics highlighted in this study are intended for
use as measuring sticks as to how well the goals and
objectives of Pinehurst Lake Conservation Area are being
realized in the effort of providing quality recreational
experiences for the visitors. These topics include: the
profile of the general user, the attractions which bring
him/her to Pinehurst Lake, the frequency and pattern of
visitation, user perception of site attributes which enrich
or detract from the experience, and the degree to which the

values of the experience meet with the expectations.
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The analysis which follows in subsequent chapters

is representative of an information-gathering tool capable

of providing valuable descriptive data pertaining to the

motivations, attitudes, and value forces which influenced

a given group of Pinehurst Lake users during the late

summer season of 1979,

Primary objectives of the study, then, are:

l. To isolate:

a) positive factors which contribute towards the
maximization of a quality recreational experience,
and

b) negative factors which detract from the experience
and are therefore, undesirable.

2. To present a research method which may be applied for
a better understanding of site attributes, as evaluated
by actual user participation in interaction with simi-
lar sites. .

3. To relate user responses to the guidelines in the

Master Plan.

Immediate procedures to attaining the study objectives

above, specific to the study site include:
1. determine the user type
2. determiﬁe motives which attract users to the study site
3. determine the type of activity sought
4. determine those attributes of the site which are:

a) desirable to the user, and

b) undesirable to the user

5. investigate attitudes and changing motivations of users
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as a result of interaction with site attributes.

Case Study

The particular Authority in this case study, the
Grand River Conservation Authority, is considered to be
representative of other Authorities involved in similar
management issues. These would include those Authorities
which consider the perspective of 'multi-use' to incor-
porate the concept of public recreation, as one of several
land uses supported by the resources of the given watershed.

Pinehurst Lake Conservation Area, herein referred to
as 'the Area' is investigated as a study case. Although
Pinehurst Lake Conservation Area is in many respects a
unique entity, this does not preclude the applicability
of findings to other multiple-use recreational areas where
circumstances are similar.

Locational Context

Pinehurst Lake Conservation Area is located within the
Grand River watershed, in central southern Ontario (Refer
to Map 1). Located in the heartland of the Great Lakes
Lowlands, it is forty kilometers west of Lake Ontario and
sixty kilometers north of Lake Erie.35The Area, centrally
located along the length of the watershed, has easy access,
provided by Highway 24A, between Galt and Paris. It is
within reasonable travelling distance from the majority
of Southern Ontario's major urban centers; Niagara Falls
(160 kilometers), Toronto (140 kilometers), London (100

kilometers), Hamilton-Dundas and Guelph (50 kilometers),



SOUTHERN ONTARIO
URBAN CENTRES

WITH
PINEHURST LAKE CONSERVATION AREA

- Z

@ Barrie t h
e Pe ..rbovous Kingston
Beileville
. [
. L ‘—//
® o
L) R,ch"'.‘o?d Markham

¢ o

81

A nnmwon OSHAWA
Hal'o LR Whitby
Hillsg ks
veigh » # TORONTO
at ﬂo . Mississauga
KITC Oakville
Stratford @ mbr ge BURLINGTON LEGEND
. * f Hamilton
Woodsigck T)CATHERINES © - Pinehurst Lake C.A.
PS Rap ~ S8 "or&—iagam Falls
Sarnia » T '3"04 W) .
Lon don’ . Weltand @ - Over 250,000

®s¢ Thomas @ - 100,000~ 250,000

®
® ~ 25000-100,000
: Ch.mum
74 ' ® _ 5000~ 25000 °
WINDSOR ‘
0 60
i B

L]
60

.
km

MAP |



19
Kitchener-Waterloo (25 kilometers), and Brantford and
Cambridge (13 kilometers). Major radial access to Highway
24A is provided by Highways 401, 97, 8, 5, and 2, from
the above centers. This access permits a maximum travelling
time of 2% hours from all of the above centers, and a
minimum of 20 minutes from Brantford and Cambridge. The
centralized nature of Pinehurst Lake Conservation Area
makes it attractive to the citizens of Southern Ontario
because of its closeness to Highway 401 and the Queen
Elizabeth Way (Refer to Map 2). These avenues also facili-
tate movement to the Area from outside Ontario.
site

Pinehurst Lake Conservation Area is predominantly a
wooded parcel of land, situated in South Dumfries Township,
Brant County. Its total 104 hectares is pictorially set
in a farmland surroundings which is broken with patches
of both hardwood and softwood forested areas of secondary
and tertiary growth stages, and numerous natural lakes
and ponds.

Its designated conservation land surrounds Pinehurst
Lake, a naturally spring-fed, kettle lake of 9.3 hectares.
Both the north and south extremes of the lake appear denser
in water and shoreline vegetation where animal life is able
to make routine and less disturbed visits to the water's
edge. The northern elbow is in the later stages of marsh

metamorphosis (eutraphication), embedded by a thick growth
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of water vegetation, and more densely surrounded by
shoreline trees. The east and west lengths of shoreline
have been controlled to a greater extent for recreational
purposes, both in the past and present. These are charac-
terized by beach and docking facilities, and sparse vege-
tation. The topography rises sharply around the lake,
well drained by a thick deposition of mixed kame and out-
wash gravel and sand.36

The landscape is dissected sharply by a road which
completely surrounds the lake and the primary recreational
zone. Six loops venture through the various wooded picnic
areas, the group campsite, and the pavilion area. Three
main branches lead off to the entrance to the Area, its
service area (and back exit), and the three existing camp-
grounds. The internal network is 8.05 kilometers in length,
and primarily accommodates one lane, and one directional
traffic. Although the route is picturesque, along a low-
canopied, thickly treed route in view of the lake, it is
hilly and curvaceous, accommodating the smaller and medium-
sized vehicles and camper units. (Refer to Map 3).

The Conservation Area is predominantly an upright U-
shape, adjacent to Highway 24A. The left arm of this
pattern is of steep moraine topography. The entire length
is heavily treed. The first half supports a blend of
secondary growth hardwood and softwood, and accommodates

the principal camping areas.
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The extremely removed portion has been replanted in a coni-
ferous array of pine, cedar, and spruce. It is of similar
morainic depositional nature, and accommodates one serviced
campground and a wildlife area.

The extreme right arm of the Area is designated a
natural zone with distinctly noticeable differences in
elevation of the landscape. With steep gradients, it varies
from mixed hardwood and softwood slopes to low lying marsh
ponds and accompanying softwood varieties. Species vary from
hard and soft maples, ashes, and oaks (white and red), to
dogwood, hickory, pine, birch, and traces of sassafras and
sumac (both staghorn and poison). It lies closely along the
border of the Carolinean and Alleghanian biomes.

Flora and Fauna

The Area is frequented by smaller mammals and birds.
It is also a refuge for five varieties of fish, eleven
varieties of amphibians, ten of reptiles, ninety possible
varieties of birds, and twenty~one of smaller mammals as

37

well as the white-tailed deer. Refer also to Sandilands

for a comprehensive vegetation list of species found at
Pinehurst Lake Conservation Area.38

Human Interaction

Due to the evidence of past and present interaction
with the landscape, it would be very unlikely to refer to
the Area as a very natural one. No remnants of the virgin

forest exist at all. Early Indians, settlers, hunters,
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farmers, and recreationists, all left their imprints.
Remains of early Indian campsites can be located at the
northeastern tip of the Area. Hiking trails today wind
along much earlier trampled pathways of hunter and settler.
Rocks from early pioneer homes were used in the walls of
foundations of the recent bathouses. Cleared playgrounds
and picnic sites as well as the lakeside slopes, their
undergrowth sparse, tell of years of heavy traffic wear.

Administration and Management

In the 1940's and 1950's social change in Ontario
caused greater pressures to establish recreational facili-
ties for a growing urban population. Salaries improving,
union pressures brought shorter work hours and longer holi-
days, family mobility improved, waterfronts and beaches
were consumed by private development, and with the latter,
'No Trespass' became prevalent throughout the countryside.
The need for more abundant, publicly owned, recreational
facilities became increasingly apparent. Those Authorities,
existing and well established at the time, were in a prime
position to accommodate this growing demand. However,
their movement into action aroused much concern from those
who felt that recreational pursuits would conflict with the
principles of conservation programs and objectives of the
Authority movement.391n 1954, the passing of the Conserva-
tion Authorities Amendment Act made it possible for the
Authorities to purchase land tracts specifically for the

combined purposes of conservation and recreation. The
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concept adopted was that the "...provision of the
necessary facilities...was...recognized as a sound social
investment in the human resources of an area.“40

The Upper Thames Conservation Authority and the Grand
Valley Conservation Authority have been regarded as
pioneers in the provision of public access for recreational
purposes. These Authorities allotted areas of land for
this purpose prior to the Conservation Authority Act of
1954. They foresaw the growing demand for outdoor recrea-
tion earlier than other Authorities because they were
located so close to rapidly expanding urban centres,
inland from the sand beaches of the Great Lakes. Land
was available and demand was ripe.

By this time, Pinehurst Lake was well regarded by the
public as an ideal beach and picnic site located within a
serene wooded setting. The Grand River Conservation
Authority (established in 1946) took the first initiative
to establish a public recreation area and purchased the
first tract of lake land at Pinehurst Lake, then known as
the Siefried property, a parcel of 13.76 hectares (34
acres). Management objectives at the time emphasized
the conservation of the spring-fed lake and its marsh
and wooded environment. Authority members debated a
waterfront recreational development for the site for pur-
poses of boating, fishing, swimming, sunbathing, picnicking,
and relaxing.

Within the same year, the adjacent Moore Property
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of 24.28 hectares (60 acres) was also acquired, increasing
the areal size threefold. Additional land purchases were
to follow until 1970. These included 1958 - 4.01 hectares
(9.91 acres); 1964 - 35.61 hectares (88 acres); 1969 -
11.33 hectares (27.99 acres), and 1969 - 26.49 hectares
{65.45 acrés). At each of these times the parcels of
land became available for purchase, and monetary funds
were available. In 1971 a return transaction of 11.33
hectares (27.99 acres) brought the total size to 104.15
hectares (257.368 acres).41 The cumulative land acquisition
cost to the date of this study was $53,186.70.42

Since its initial planning stages, Pinehurst Lake
Conservation Area has been managed on the principle of
the multi-use concept. While preservation of the flora,
fauna and landscape has received incidental attention,
the conservation of these same features for future genera-
tions has been granted a priori attention. Alteration of
the landscape, evolving land-use patterns, and management
priorities and programs have occurred according to
patterns of recreational demand, land acquisition and Area
size, and use stress upon the landscape, features, and
facilities.

Today Pinehurst Lake serves the multiple functions
of: outdoor recreation, reforestration, conservation of
water quality, wildlife, and vegetation, liaison with the
local School Boards and their outdoor education programs,

and Winter Works programming for G.R.C.A, staff. These
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functions are directed by the main goal of Pinehurst Lake
Conservation Area, "...to provide natural setting, with
high quality recreational opportunities, which is both
relaxing and aesthetically appealing to family campers
and day users of all ages while preserving all its

nd3 The objectives of Pinehurst Lake

natural amenities.

guide management's attention towards the following:

family camping only, upkeep of the surroundings in a

semi-natural state, provision of day-use activities such

as swimming, boating, picnicking, hiking, etc., restriction

of visitation to the carrying capacity of the area,

reforestration of marginal farmland parcels, provision

of interpretive services, and the encouragement of

optimum use by an effective advertizing program.44
The landscape is divided into three land-use zones:

recreation, natural, and service. (Refer to Map 4). The

recreation zone occupies a figure 8 shape in the central

north and south portions. The southern half accommodates

the high and low intensity activities centered around the

lake and its shorelines. This area of approximately 16.19

hectares (40 acres) bears the concentrated strain of day-

use recreation. The northern half of the recreation zone

facilitates three family camping areas with a total of

195 designated sites, removed from the traffic of the

day-use area. The purpose of the recreation zone is "...

to provide a variety of both intensive and extensive

recreational opportunities in a natural setting in such a
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way as to ensure a balanced recreational experience”
with minimal damage to the environment.45
The peripheries of the recreation area are designated
as natural zones in three major concentrations: the
extreme northern extent of the property, a smaller parcel
adjacent'to the service zone, and a large parcel in the
northeastern sector. All three parcels are wooded, very
hilly, and protected by the provision of paths for
passive activities such as hiking and observation only.
The main service zone is located midway, along the
western edge of the Area, adjacent to Highway 24A and
near the northern tip of the kettle lake. This portion
accommodates the large workshop, garage, and offices.
The second section of the designated service zone is the
extreme southern portion of the Area adjacent to the
southern tip of the lake and extending along the entrance
road to the Area. It terminates with the secluded gate-
house and small parking lot. The purposes of the service
zone are three-fold: to provide necessary access to the
Area; to facilitate the exercise of control; to permit
adequate maintenance of the property and its facilities.46
At the time of the study, a total of sixteen personnel

were employed for the peak season. Area administration

included the following:
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Area Superintendent
v

Assistant Superintendent (1)
¥

Full Time Maintenance (1)
¥

General Gate (2) Beach Security (1)
Summer Patrol (2)
staff (8)

Enforcement support is augmented by routine rounds
of the Ontario Provincial Police. Off-season staffing
is reduced to the Superintendent, the Assistant Super-
intendent, and two maintenance personnel.

Recreational Opportunities

For the purpose of this study, recreational activities
at Pinehurst Lake Conservation Area are categorized in
two general classes - fundamental and incidental. Both
are understood to be out-of-doors activities, involving
the natural surroundings to some degree.

Fundamental activities are the principal activities
in which recreationists planned prior to their visits,
to participate. The fundamental recreationists include
samples from both the day-users who visit the Area only
during open hours, and the campers who remain overnight.
Fundamental recreationists possess some prior awareness
of the available landscape features, services, and facili-
ties which would permit them to engage in the activity

(activities) of their choice.
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Incidental activities are secondary activities in
which the visitor may or may not become involved during
the visit. These activities are predominantly extrin-
sically motivated ~ dependent upon multiple variables
such as time, weather, cost, contact, crowding, and
extent of participation in the fundamental activities,
For example, a group of bird watchers may plan on hiking
along the trails through the swamp area. Upon return
to the beach area, with a half-hour to spare, they may
decide to enjoy relaxing in the sunshine as an activity
incidental to the given conditions at the time.

This study is concerned primarily with the fundamental
activities of both day users and campers, and the degree
to which the expectations of their participation in
those activities is met.

In 1979, the total number of visitors (by permits
issued) to Pinehurst Lake Conservation Area was 116,757.
Of these, 77,869 (66.69%) were day-users, Campers
numbered 38,888 (33.31%), many of which were renewals
by 4,861 persons. This results in an average visit of

8 days (Refer to Table 1).

Table 1

1979 In-Season Visitation Figures by User Category

User Type Av. Length of Number of Percentage
Stay (In Days) User Days
Day User 1 77,869 66.69
Camper 8 38,888 33.31
Total N.A. 116,757 100.00

Source: G.R.C.A. Annual Report, 1979
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While it is apparent that the greater per cent of
total user days was credited to day users, it would be
more useful to transfer these figures by considering the
number of seasonal days available. The official seasonal
length was 184 days - May 1 to October 15, inclusive.
Thus, a simple intensity of use factor by group may be
obtained by dividing the number of user days per group,
by the number of in-season available days. The dividend,
if multiplied by .0l will produce a percentile figure
indicative of a degree of use intensity. If this is
performed for both day users and camper groups, a compara-
tive pair of figures will shpw that the day users have
used the Area more intensively than the campers during
the 1979 official season. (Refer to Table 2).

Table 2
Intensity of Use Factor (By User Category)

User Type . Number of On- Number of Intensity Factor
Season Days User Days U.D
Available E?A—\I..x .01

Day Users 184 77,869 4.23

Campers 184 38,888 2.11

No off-season visitation figures are available. The
Area is used for winter sports (cross-country skiing,
skating, and hiking). 1In the spfing and fall, it is also
used for hiking, fishing, and birdwatching. School groups
visit the Area during these three seasons for Outdoor

Studies.
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Three principal foci of activity facilitate all the
recreational endeavours at Pinehurst Lake Conservation
Area: the kettle lake and its shoreline, the four desig-
nated camping areas, and the official Natural Zones.
(Refer to Map 5)

Of these the lake area provides for most of the
activity: boating, fishing, swimming, sunbathing, group
sports, picnicking, hiking, and nature study. Facilities
provided include change houses and toilets, concession
booth, boat rentals, boat launch, beach, diving board and
swimming areas, designated picnic sites with tables and
barbeques, group pavilion, outdoor privies, and road
access with parking lots.

Three camping areas provide choice of electric or
non-service sites, firepits, and area washrooms, garbage
bins, water taps, sewage depot, playground, and road
access.,

Natural zones are marked with hiking trails and
observation lookouts for nature observation.

Chapter Outline

This chapter has recognized a problem and also the
case study site. The methodology by which the study
was conducted is reviewed in Chapter II. The data extra-
polated from the survey is analyzed in Chapter III.
Chapter IV discusses the merits of the technique used in
light of the data gathered. The final chapter looks at

relationships of the study to ongoing research.
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Chapter II Methodology

Introduction

The principal data source for the study consists of
an eight page questionnaire administered to recreationists
(campers and day-users) as they entered Pinehurst Lake
Conservation Area from August 20 to September 3, 19789.
Secondary sources included observation of visitor movements,
environmental impact and physiographic characteristics as
well as casual discussion with management and recreationists
not involved with the gquestionnaire.

This chapter discusses the design of the questionnaire,
the method of distribution and collection, and the subsequent
method of analysis.

Questionnaire Design

As established in Chapter I, recreational management's
responsibilities in a multi-use out-of-doors area are bi-fold;
tending to the ideals and demands of natural resource conser-
vation at the site on the one hand, and satisfying the
wants and expéctations of the recreationists on the other
hand. The extent to which the second of these is accomplished
can be determined from the user's own assessment of the
guality of their recreational experiences. This they are
able to assess from their attitudes towards the attributes
of the recreational environment both during and after those
same experiences take place.

These experiences, either inert or active, result in a

collective assemblage of attitudes and feelings within the
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user, which he is able to express upon recall most readily
towards the end of the visit. Such recall permits his
subjective evaluation of the aspects of the visit both

in part and total. Association of the various factors
causing the attitudes and feelings can be easily and
quickly expressed through a simple expression of 'satisfac-
tion' or 'dissatisfaction' related to the specific factors
involved. It may be assumed that £he totals of expressions
of attitudes towards the individual factors relatively
represent the attitudes of equivalent proportions of all
visitors to the site for the same study period. The factors
involved may be tangible (i.e., food) or intangible (i.e.,
climate), stationary (i.e., vegetation) or mobile (i.e.,
animal life); associated as activity, service, facility,
or environmental conditions. Through empirical research,
association of undesirable outcomes to causal factors
establishes need in the planning process for potential
solution of problems at their sources or otherwise.1

When awareness of the causes or their sources exists,
means of either reduction of the causes or their total
elimination can ensue. Conversely, factors responsible
for favourable outcomes can be reinforced with the multi-
use conservation system.

The questionnaire was designed to provide insight into
the above strictly from the perspective of the user.
Managerial input was entirely removed from the survey itself,
to alienate possibly conflicting principles from the conser-

vation ethic, as well as the underlying constraints discussed
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earlier. These were removed in order to reduce bias from
the input to a minimal level.

Questions were designed to extrapolate systematic
guantitative evaluations of the influencing factors which
affected the user's visit. These were dependent upon the
length of visit, the activity type(s) intended and experienced,
and the location of the activity involved. The nature of
the questions asked were relevant to use intent, the
direction and/or degree of satisfaction associated, user
beliefs and attitudes, and the degree of awareness of
natural resources available.

Secondary questions were designed to permit a qualita-
tive assessment or expression wherever the user felt the
need. Such expression was intended to facilitate the writer's
interpretation of trends more accurately within the context
once the quantitative data was complete. This removed need
for direct personal interviews with the recreationist
respondents.

The questionnaire design required seven principal
sections:

l. subject traits

2. visitation trends

3. evaluation of activity types sought

4, perceived quality of the environment

5. evaluation of facilities and services

6. evaluation of other factors associated with the visit

7. assessment of personal value derived from the

Conservation Area.
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Individual questions and resultant responses are presented
in the following chapter. Refer to Appendix IV for the
questionnaire copy.

Sampling Technique

Technique Selection

In order to obtain a fair and unbiased representation
in sampling, a questionnaire return rate of approximately
200 copies was pre-selected as a goal. This return rate
represented approximately 2.4 percent of the projected
8,505 visitors expected to visit Pinehurst Lake during the
two weeks of the study. (Refer to Appendix III for method
of calculation of the projected figure).

Since the projected visitation figure for the intended
study period was determined at 8,505, a representative
return rate percentile of 2.4 was selected in order to obtain
a simple random sample with an error figure of less than
2,0 percent in 99 out of 100 samples.2 At this 2.4 percent
return rate, an expected 204 actual returns could be possible.
A return of 200 copies would result in an expected error
rate in sampling of 2 or less respondents.

A trial distribution was conducted on August‘16, 1979
in order to select an efficient means of survey.3 Three
techniques were considered, and the merits of each assessed
accordingly.

1. Personal Interview:

This method appeared to be most attractive at first

for it offered the opportunity to interpret responses at



45

first hand, directly to the conditions of the interview
site, itself. However, the method showed several weaknesses,
and ultimately was discarded in favour of a more impersonal
distribution method.

It was difficult to approach a recreationist at a
time when he/she was less likely to be asked to forfeit
recreational (leisure) time. Attempts to do so involved
prejudgment on the part of the interviewer during the
approach, and it was evident that such involvement would
bias the nature and extent of response. Individuals inter-
viewed would frequently attempt to lapse into casual conver-
sation with the interviewer, rather than respond solely to
the intent of the questions. This was attributed in part
to the length of the survey, the relaxed atmosphere of the
time agreea upon for interview, and the interest shown by
the respondents in the nature and intent of the survey
itself. The average time lapse per trial interview was
forty-five minutes. This would restrict the number of
surveys conducted within the time available, before the
end of the season. It was difficult to establish a fair
and regulated distribution means to all party types. It
was at the discretion of the interviewer to consider the
best time and location to approach subjects regarding the
interview. Because numbers of user types varied hourly as
well as daily, it would be impossible to select an unbiased
random selection of participants.

It was concluded that the personal interview technique
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would involve the intrusion of personal time of each
recreationist approached, most frequently at very inopportune
times. Visitors had to be permitted the opportunity and
right to maximize his/her purpose of visitation first.
This accomplished, the user should be permitted the option
of survey with minimal intrusion into his/her recreational
priorities.

2. On Site Distribution:

The main advantage of this method of distribution
was the minimal hold-up of individual parties or groups of
parties at any one location. Weaknesses to this method
began to appear quickly. Distribution at one or varied
sites in the Conservation Area did not guarantee a represen-
tative distribution to party numbers on an even (or
acceptable) scale. Many groups could be overlooked simply
by absence of contact with the distributor. There was no
guarantee that all party types could be fairly approached.
Those using the facilities for short time spans (i.e., two
hours) would be least likely to be given the option of
survey, although their use of one or a few facilities,
services, and areas could be intense. Campers would not be
as likely to be approached at the beach or concession. Day-
users would be naturally excluded as tours of the campsites
occurred. It was decided that a common point of distribution
had to be selected where all numbers and all types of users

mutually converged.
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3. Gate Distribution:

Eventual methodology preference resulted in the
distribution of questionnaires to users as they passed
through the admission gate. Every third party to enter
was approached, with the exception of the occasional fourth
party, by default. Defaults occurred at peak times on
weekends or when cars were pulled over to the side as they
passed through the gates, in order to prevent unwarranted
line-ups in the entrance itself. Returning campers and
day-users previously approached were automatically by-passed.

All parties approached were given the option of survey,
instructed to answer those portions of the questionnaire
applicable to their visit, and instructed where, with the
aid of the map attached to the survey, the deposit points
were located.

The merits of the ‘'gate distribution' technique were
several. Personal bias on the part of the distributor was
minimized by the elimination of spatial and temporal
constraints. The one-in-three ratio to approach permitted
a 'by chance' (i.e., random sample) approach to all sub-
classes of users. It also minimized the ratio of response
to one respondent per party, thus reducing the chance of
weighting, which would distort the outcome. Distribution
staffing requirements were reduced to one person per weekday,
and two persons during the weekend. Personal contact with
respondents was minimized and distribution time was maximized.
Respondents were allowed the right to respond at their

leisure.
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Collection:

A map of the Area was attached to the back of each
questionnaire. The location of four deposit boxes was
indicated on the map, these being: the concession, the
campground washroom, the pavilion, and the exit by the
gatehouse,

As subjects were approached upon entry, they were
made aware of the map, the location of the deposit boxes,
and that deposit could be made at their convenience towards
the end of their visit, upon completion prior to departure.
The convenience of location of these boxes is a possible
reason for the high return rate of the questionnaires.

Analysis

The method of survey distribution described above
provided the opportunity to obtain an ample random sample
with respect to testing and the presentation of conclusions
representative of the total population of users.

The approach applied in the following chapters to user
characteristics is descriptive analysis. It is also applied
to recreational activities pursued, user satisfaction levels,
and user assessment of personal values derived from the
experience in relation to the site.

The general (average) user value is determined by the
percent average (mean) of the trait response in gquestion.
The degree to which results depart from the mean recreationist
is determined by the use of relative percent values.

Independent variables are the user types (i.e., average
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number of campers and average number of day-userQ. In
some cases, where relevant, a look at the variation between
first-time visitors and repeat visitors is undertaken.

Dependent variables include the average number of
respondents (ﬁsers): mean group size, mean age, mean
occupation, mean education, and mean previous visitation.
The sex variable was omitted except for total figures,
because the return rate from both sexes was fairly even
and it was found that variations in response due to sex
was relatively insignificant. This result is attributed
to the fact that Pinehurst Lake is regulated to encourage
family camping and day-use. The length of stay variable
was removed for day-users since it is pre-~defined by the
category of visitor. This variable is considered, however,
in relation to the camper, first-time visitor, repeat
visitor, and average recreationist classes.

The nature of the data extrapolated from the questionnaire
is mainly ordinal, and therefore conducive to non-parametric
analysis, if so desired. Some of the data is nominal (i.e.,
as used for type of activity). Some data is interval and
ratio in nature (i.e., as used for the determination of
distance classes from points of origin).

Summary

The main data source for this study was a questionnaire

distributed to recreationists who entered Pinehurst Lake

Conservation Area in the last two weeks of August, 1979.
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The purpose of the survey is to gather data representing
the attitudes and feelings acquired by the recreationists
during the visit through user indications of satisfaction
or disatisfaction. These responses will be used to measure
the guality of recreation as provided by the management of
an out-of-doors recreational area within a natural setting.

The seven principal sections which comprised the
questionnaire included: subject traits, visitation trends,
activity evaluation, environmental quality evaluation,
facility, service and related factor evaluation, and the
assessment of personal value gained.

The sampling technique utilized was that of 'gate
distribution' by which time and location benefits were
maximized, bias intrusion was minimized, and interference
of recreational time was minimized.

Since the purpose of the questionnaire was to gather
quantitative data indicative of a measure of a quality
recreational experience, the method employed was that of
descriptive analysis. The main data type used was ordinal,
conducive to non-parametric analysis where desired for in-
depth research in the future. Some nominal as well as
interval and ratio data was also used. The provision of
questions which permitted subjective expression from
respondents, facilitated the interpretation of the guantita-

tive data.
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